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scores for student § ^^^hg^^^gj^^^^^j]^s^^^ffl^t^^ fl^ 
year old students. Ttiast^^ 

^mlM¥W r ed the Iowa T^^^^^g^^^iiBlggiS tegeBt^^ ^ 

Certain assumptions were necessary for the study. Fir stjjjjlr _~ 

Kteasia^gumS<^^ 

P5igmMi ^Ba5151S^roBM al) was linearly related to the anISlMfet 
(time) of formal instruction. Using number of years (or months) 
lljjjnstruction and academic achievement progress data, pre- 
program, intra-program and post-program academic growth rates 





student/ scores depending upon whether or not test scores were 
available* Across all analyses, the groups ranged in size from 
forty-four (44) to forty-eight (48) students. TSSiai^ reTO^PM 
j^tl^llSB^^ 





The lowest mean was Reading* The groups an; 
sixty-four (64) to seventy-two (72) percent males. 
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length is a function of varying numbers of students in each analysis 
^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 
Bg§tfjjl attempt to offer reading instruction to the exclusion of " 
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Table 3 indicates the mean grano eauivaiencv months 
ranked from highest to lowest. 
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seemed to spend more time ( 
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years. 



Certain inferential si 
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g^^ro^tg^^E^^r^S^g^iESfl^ ocediires were used in an attempt 



j g/illli^ and pro giiaTnB^ei^M 

sonne l could point to a number of things that ^S^ St^M^ ffifoxtt a 
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raisi jggificant (• 05 level) accelerat 
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J&iite obviously the resource room instruction enha nces academic achieve- 




j^pBPK ncy and knowledge was s^yRvinWr^ffWMW^^MiM^^^^^^M^ 
statistically sipflfic^^S 1 *^* 
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tion model, appears to be very effective* Student academic growth 
rates do experience significant positive changes, 
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* Calculated from current achievement test data 

Question # 3: Does resource room instruction tend to produce 
~ Mgr eater academic gains in particular instruction- 
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e than arithmetic. This undoubtedly reflects method- 
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H to arithmetic) intervention. The academic achievement scores certainly 



seem to reflect a differential. 
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. Efforts to systematically assess the effect of resource room 



jgljjBi instruction should continue and include non-academic variables^ 




